" THE  FUTURE   OF  AN  ILLUSION "
At one point in Freud's debate there is no longer
any basic cleavage between the two opponents.
Suddenly Freud writes that their disagreement is
not irreconcilable; it will vanish with time. He
could never have forced such a conclusion in a
dispute with a priest trained in the dogma. Here the
end would have been unrelenting disagreement.
But perhaps Freud deliberately wished to present
a cultured, worldly scholar as the type of his
opponent. We must not anticipate his intentions.
But even accepting this type of opponent, the
discussion still should have taken a different turn.
The attitude of an intellectual of our times toward
the religious question is insincere, and it cannot be
made straightforward through discussion. The
cultured class of mankind, or more strictly, the
intellectual upper class, evince the same shame-
facedness and evasiveness towards their religious
needs that they do toward their sexual and economic
needs. Indeed, in the religious realm these needs
are often more equivocal, harder to name for what
they are. The pious man and the freethinker are
frequently not so far apart as they seem. They have
their insincerity in common. The religious man
believes and does not reflect too much on his faith.
The freethinker does not reflect too much on his
lack of faith because he does not reflect very much
about anything. We might sum up this strange
attitude toward religion by saying that most edu-
cated people do not believe in God, but they fear
Him. Although science has proclaimed that God
is dead, he lives on underground. And this is where
scientific analysis must begin its work. The corpse
must be exhumed and we must determine whether
it is really dead. " Ge sont les morts qu'il faut
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